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Abstract 
Psychopathy is a heterogeneous personality construct that has long been associated with 
antisocial behaviors and outcomes (Hare, 2003; Walsh & Kosson, 2006). However, some 
literature suggests that socially deviant behaviors and outcomes may not necessarily be a 
fundamental component of psychopathy (Cooke & Michie, 2001; DeMatteo, Heilbrun, & 
Marczyk, 2001; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005). Research on externalizing behaviors and 
psychopathy has broadened from examining the quality of early relationships as a risk factor 
(Salekin & Lochman, 2008), to also examining early relationships as a potential protective factor 
against the development of psychopathic characteristics and antisocial outcomes (i.e. Backman, 
Laajasalo, Jokela, & Aronen., 2018; Buck, 2015; Gao, Raine, Chan, Venables, & Mednik, 2010). 
This study retrospectively investigated the quality of early relationships with parents and peers as 
potential protective factors in moderating the relationship between psychopathic characteristics 
and self-reported socially deviant behaviors in an undergraduate sample from an urban, 
Northeastern university. Higher quality relationships with friends and family during childhood 
and early adolescence were hypothesized to correlate with a lower frequency and versatility of 
self-reported antisocial behavior. Results were mixed. Higher quality relationships with fathers 
buffered the relationship between affective and total psychopathy characteristics with antisocial 
versatility, while high-quality peer relationships appeared to enhance the relationship between 
psychopathic characteristics and antisocial frequency and versatility. These results suggest that 
the impact of relationship quality with participants may be differential between parents and peers 
and should be conceptualized separately.   
Keywords: psychopathy, antisocial behavior, protective factors 
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 Psychopathy is a multidimensional personality construct encompassing affective deficits, 
an egocentric interpersonal style, and antisocial behaviors (Anderson & Kiehl, 2014; Hare, 2003; 
Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005; Yildirim & Derksen, 2015), and is most commonly understood in 
the context of antisocial behavior (Walsh & Kosson, 2006). Literature on psychopathy indicates 
that psychopathy is more prevalent in forensic settings (20 - 30%) than the general community 
(.6 - 4%; Thompson, Ramos, & Willet, 2014; Yildirim & Derksen, 2015), and that offenders 
with psychopathy commit more types of violent and non-violent criminal behavior more 
frequently (Hare, 2003; Lynam, Miller, Vachon, Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 2009). 
Psychopathic offenders are also more likely to recidivate upon release compared to their non-
psychopathic counterparts (Cooke & Michie, 2001; Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009; Walsh & 
Kosson, 2007). 
Despite the strong association between psychopathy and antisocial outcomes, some 
researchers have argued that criminality may not be a fundamental component of psychopathy 
(Cooke & Michie, 2001; DeMatteo, Heilbrun, & Marczyk, 2006; Lilienfeld, Watts, & Smith, 
2015). One of the earliest clinical profiles of a psychopathic individual was based on individuals 
from a clinical practice rather than a forensic population (Cleckley, 1941; Hall & Benning, 
2006), and Lykken (2006) suggested that antisocial behaviors in psychopathic individuals were 
the result of failed socialization, rather than an innate proclivity towards antisocial behaviors. 
Current research has confirmed the presence of individuals with elevated characteristics of 
psychopathy in general community (DeMatteo, Heilbrun, & Marczyk, 2005; DeMatteo et al., 
2006; Ishikawa et al., 2001; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2003), corporate (e.g., Howe, Falkenbach, & 
Massey, 2014), and even law enforcement (e.g., Falkenbach, Balash, Tsoukalas, Stern, & 
Lilienfeld, 2018; Falkenbach, McKinley, & Larson, 2017) samples, further lending credence to 
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the argument that criminal behavior may not be fundamental to this personality construct 
(DeMatteo et al., 2006; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2003).  
If, as the literature suggests, socially deviant behaviors and a criminal trajectory are not a 
fundamental component of psychopathy, then it is important to recognize factors that distinguish 
individuals with psychopathic characteristics who develop antisocial behaviors from those who 
do not. Researchers examining the development of psychopathy and antisocial behaviors have 
traditionally focused on examining risk factors to determine those who are more likely to 
develop antisocial characteristics, but have largely overlooked potential protective factors that 
differentiate psychopathic individuals who do not demonstrate antisocial behaviors (DeMatteo et 
al., 2006; Salekin & Lochman, 2008).  
Characteristics of Psychopathy 
Though much research on the personality construct of psychopathy exists, psychopathy 
currently lacks a singular set of diagnostic criteria. As such, the conceptualization, 
operationalization, and diagnostic criteria of psychopathy has varied based on the instrument 
used to measure the construct (Christian, Selbom, & Wilkinson, 2017; Yildirim & Derksen, 
2015). These variations in symptomatology and diagnostic criteria have resulted in several 
methods of organizing psychopathic characteristics. Traditional assessments have organized 
psychopathic characteristics by separating them along personality and lifestyle dimensions 
(Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005; Hare, 2003). In this framing, the personality characteristics of 
psychopathy encompass affective and interpersonal traits, such as shallow affect and fearlessness 
(Hare, 2003; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005), while lifestyle characteristics encompass impulsive 
and antisocial characteristics. Other measures have divided psychopathy into separate facets and 
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factors of personality and behavior, such as Meanness and Boldness (PPI-R; Lilienfeld & 
Widows, 2005; TriPM; Patrick et al., 2009). 
Models of psychopathy are primarily based around these various organizations. One such 
organization categorizes individuals with psychopathy as successful and unsuccessful (e.g. 
DeMatteo et al., 2005; Hall & Benning, 2006; Ishikawa et al., 2001) based on lifestyle outcomes. 
The operationalization of the term success has varied based upon the researcher and, in its 
broadest sense, describes individuals with psychopathic characteristics who have not been 
incarcerated or institutionalized (DeMatteo et al., 2006; Hall & Benning, 2006; Ishikawa et al., 
2001). Some have narrowed the conceptualization of success to the mere avoidance of 
apprehension (DeMatteo et al., 2005; Ishikawa et al., 2001) through luck or some internal 
factors, while others conceptualize success to indicate psychopathic individuals who have 
refrained from engaging in antisocial or deviant behavior altogether (e.g. DeMatteo et al., 2006; 
Hall & Benning, 2006; Lilienfeld, 2000). To that end, assessments, such as the Psychopathic 
Personality Inventory (PPI-R; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005), were designed to assess 
psychopathic personality traits without assuming antisocial behaviors in non-criminal 
populations. As such, the factors of the PPI-R encompass the affective, interpersonal, and 
impulsive facets of other psychopathic conceptualizations, but do not assess engagement in 
criminal activity.  
The organization of such subtypes further challenges the notion of antisocial or criminal 
behaviors as an innate component of psychopathy. Further, the lifestyle component of 
psychopathy is more dynamic and less resistant to change compared to personality characteristics 
(Beidel, Frueh, & Hersen, 2014; Olver, Lewis, & Wong., 2013). For example, research indicates 
that antisocial behaviors tend to decline from middle age in samples with antisocial personality 
 10 
disorder (Beidel et al., 2014). In light of these findings, it is particularly important to investigate 
the factors that contribute to the development and mitigation of antisocial behaviors in 
individuals with psychopathy.  
Etiological Theories  
Historically, psychopathy has been conceptualized as a heritable condition (Karpman, 
1946; Thompson et al., 2014). Research has since indicated that environmental factors may be 
just as important in the development of psychopathic characteristics (Anderson & Kiehl, 2014; 
Buck, 2015; Dargis & Koenigs, 2017; Thomspon et al., 2014), particularly lifestyle 
characteristics (Beidel et al., 2014; Dargis & Koenigs, 2006). Environmental factors are external 
factors affecting the development, manifestation, and expression of characteristics associated 
with psychopathy, both past and present. Environmental factors can be current and dynamic, 
such as relationship and occupation status, as well as historic and static, such as childhood 
attachments and trauma experiences. It is likely that genetic and environmental factors interact 
(Ishikawa et al., 2001; Thompson et al., 2014); for instance, researchers found that a gene 
associated with antisocial behavior expressed its effect only in cases in which the individual had 
been exposed to trauma (Caspi as cited in Beidel et al., 2014).  
Risk and Protective Factors 
The study of environmental and social factors contributing to the development of 
psychopathic characteristics have primarily revolved around the concept of risk and protective 
factors and how these factors distinguish between individuals who engage in criminal behaviors 
and those who do not (Backman, Laajasalo, Jokela, & Aronen., 2018; DeMatteo et al., 2005). 
Risk factors contribute to the development of psychopathic characteristics and antisocial 
outcomes while protective factors contribute to preventing engagement in criminogenic behavior 
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and interactions with the criminal justice system (Backman et al., 2018; DeMatteo et al., 2005; 
Salekin & Lochman, 2008). Both perspectives look to who does and does not develop 
psychopathic characteristics and why (Salekin & Lochman, 2008). 
     The majority of research on these factors and the psychosocial development of 
psychopathy and antisocial behaviors have focused primarily on risk factors (Salekin & 
Lochman, 2008) in distinguishing who constitutes a high-risk individual. Literature indicates that 
adversity factors during childhood, such as physical abuse and neglect, contribute to antisocial 
behaviors in individuals with and without psychopathy (Dargis & Koenigs; 2017; Schimmenti, 
Passanisi, Pace, Mazella, di Carlo, & Caretti., 2014). The presence of domestic violence, 
substance abuse, and poverty in the home have also been noted as predictive risk factors for 
antisocial behaviors in youth with callous and unemotional characteristics (Dargis & Koenigs, 
2017); retrospectively, psychopathic offenders have reported unsafe and unstable home lives and 
environments during childhood (Gao, Raine, Chan, Venables, & Mednik, 2010; Schimmenti et 
al., 2014). As such, the nature of adversity factors has been well documented in the development 
of antisocial characteristics of psychopathy, and some conceptualizations of psychopathy suggest 
that the antisocial and lifestyle characteristics may be a conditional adaptation to a deleterious 
environment (Yildirim, 2016). 
 The study of protective factors on the development of psychopathy has been a more 
recent focus (DeMatteo et al., 2005; Salekin & Lochman, 2008). A small, but growing, collection 
of literature has begun to look at the effects of protective environmental factors in the 
moderation of socially deviant psychopathic characteristics in distinguishing between successful 
and unsuccessful psychopaths (Salekin & Lochman, 2008). Protective factors are factors 
buffering against undesirable outcomes (Buck, 2015; DeMatteo et al., 2006; Salekin & Lochman, 
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2008), such as recidivism and antisocial lifestyles. Protective factors may be biological (e.g. 
greater prefrontal cortex activity in successful psychopaths which may facilitate greater impulse 
control; Ishikawa et al., 2001) or environmental (e.g. attachment, familial, community; Buck, 
2015; Schimmenti et al., 2014). Research also suggests that biological and environmental 
protective factors are not necessarily orthogonal (Ishikawa et al., 2001; Thompson et al., 2014).  
Most studies on protective factors indicate that the impact of these factors is strongest 
during childhood and early adolescence (Backman et al., 2018; Buck, 2015; Gao et al., 2010), 
suggesting that there may be a sensitive period in which the trajectory of an at-risk individual 
may be influenced (Backman et al., 2017; Buck, 2015; Gao et al., 2010; Salekin & Lochman, 
2008). Otherwise, psychopathic characteristics have been considered to be present, stable, and 
enduring from young adulthood onward (Backman et al., 2017; Lynam et al., 2009; Salekin & 
Lochman, 2008). If these sensitive periods exist, early identification of unstable psychopathic 
characteristics and the associated risk and protective factors are imperative in the prevention of 
negative behaviors associated with psychopathy. Research aimed at identifying these factors will 
aid in the early identification of high-risk individuals and contribute to the development of 
potential early interventions in ameliorating antisocial trajectories in psychopathic individuals. 
Relationship Quality. Early interpersonal relationships are an important environmental 
factor studied in relation to psychopathy (e.g. Christian et al., 2017; Craig, Gray, & Snowden., 
2013; Schimmenti et al., 2014; Yildirim, 2016). Attachment theory posits that infants are born 
with an innate need to bond, and the quality with which an infant bonds with primary caregivers 
can shape internal working models of the self and others (Bowlby, 1982; Craig et al., 2013; 
Christian et al., 2017; Yildirim, 2016). These internal working models, in turn, impact relational 
and behavioral patterns in later life. Further, research suggests that parental emotional 
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availability during childhood and early adulthood may impact the development and suppression 
of negative outcomes, such as aggression and antisocial behavior (Babore, Carlucci, Cataldi, 
Phares, & Trumello, 2017; Gao et al., 2010). Such findings indicate that early relational 
experiences may impact features of psychopathy and associated antisocial behaviors (Christian et 
al., 2017). 
Parental Relationships. Research on protective factors have indicated that early 
relationships between parents or caregivers and at-risk children are of paramount importance in 
the moderation and amelioration of certain psychopathic characteristics and antisocial outcomes 
(Buck, 2015; Christian et al., 2017; Gao et al., 2010). Disrupted bonding and disorganized 
attachment has been implicated as more predictive of psychopathic characteristics than abuse 
(Campbell et al., 2004; Gao et al., 2010; Schimmenti et al., 2014). Further, research suggests that 
poor relationship quality with either the mother or father may place the individual at risk of poor 
outcomes later in life (Buck, 2015; Craig et al., 2013; Gao et al., 2010; Schimmenti et al., 2014; 
Yildirim, 2016).  
Conversely, positive early relationships have been indicated as an important component 
of conscience development for children with fearless temperaments (Lykken, 2006). Consistent 
and enduring positive parenting and parental sensitivity from early childhood to adolescence are 
associated with diminished callous/unemotional traits and antisocial behaviors (Buck, 2015; 
Lilienfeld et al., 2015).  
Positive parental relationships encompass parental warmth, involvement, and sensitivity 
in their interactions with their children (Babore et al., 2017; Buck, 2015). Sensitivity refers to the 
positive interaction between parent and child and the accurate interpretation of the needs of the 
child (Buck, 2015). Buck (2015) found that maternal sensitivity negatively correlated with 
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callous/unemotional characteristics and appeared to moderate between poor inhibitory control 
and the development of other psychopathic traits in high risk adolescent males. Other research 
indicated that parental sensitivity and emotional availability may contribute to protecting against 
antisocial outcomes (Babore et al., 2017). Like other environmental influences, positive 
parenting and parental sensitivity appear to be most critical during childhood and early 
adolescence (Gao et al., 2010; Yildirim, 2016), and appear to protect against the development of 
psychopathic traits and antisocial outcomes most when they are consistent from childhood 
throughout early adolescence (Buck, 2015) 
Peer Relationships. Both the presence of peer influences and the quality of friendships 
have been associated with different outcomes of high-risk individuals (Backman et al., 2018; 
Munoz et al., 2008). While social isolation was found to be particularly harmful in the 
development of psychopathic traits (Backman et al., 2018), friendships with deviant peers were 
found to be just as detrimental in contributing to the development of psychopathic characteristics 
and antisocial behaviors (Backman et al., 2018; Munoz et al., 2008). Researchers have further 
posited that it is the quality of friendships that has the most impact on psychopathic 
characteristics (Backman et al., 2018). This position is supported by findings indicating that the 
perception of friendship quality in high-risk individuals affected the development of antisocial 
outcomes (Backman et al., 2018). While friends reported finding their friendships with 
psychopathic individuals to be fulfilling and satisfactory, psychopathic individuals often reported 
perceiving lower peer support and experiencing more conflict in their friendships (Munoz et al., 
2008). However, positive peer support and relationships, particularly during adolescence, have 
been negatively correlated with the development of antisocial characteristics during adolescence, 
(Backman et al., 2018). 
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Current Study 
This study sought to contribute further to the growing area of research looking at the 
impact of early protective factors on both the development of psychopathic characteristics, as 
well as the impact of these early relationships on the association between psychopathic 
characteristics and self-reported engagement in socially deviant behavior. Previous research on 
protective factors have primarily looked at the development of psychopathic characteristics in 
children and only followed the development of these characteristics into early adolescence (e.g. 
Backman et al., 2018; Buck, 2015). This study expands the investigation into adulthood, as many 
features of psychopathy, such as impulsivity, irresponsibility, and callousness, may be normative 
for younger children. Further, most of these studies have examined the overall construct of 
psychopathy, and have not separately examined the various domains of the construct (e.g. 
Backman et al., 2018; Buck, 2015; DeMatteo et al., 2006).  
Previous literature examining the effects of early relationship quality on psychopathic 
characteristics and antisocial behaviors have primarily been prospective in samples of youth (e.g. 
Backman et al., 2018; Buck, 2015) or looked at dynamic protective factors in adults (DeMatteo 
et al., 2006). This study sought to look retrospectively at static protective factors in contributing 
to the understanding of protective factors on psychopathy and antisocial outcomes. As 
individuals with psychopathic characteristics have reported perceiving more conflict and lower 
support in peer relationships (Munoz et al., 2008) and unstable relationships with parents (Gao et 
al., 2010; Schimmenti et al., 2014), evaluations of perceived support from peers and parental 
figures were conceptualized as protective factors in this study. 
To examine the effect of early relationship quality on psychopathic characteristics and 
antisocial behaviors in adulthood, several hypotheses were tested:  
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Hypothesis 1: Correlations 
a. Self-reported relationship quality with caregivers and peers during childhood and early 
adolescence would be negatively correlated with PPI-II and PPI-Total scores. 
b. Self-reported relationship quality with caregivers and peers during childhood and early 
adolescence would be negatively correlated with the frequency of self-reported 
antisocial behaviors. 
c.  Self-reported relationship quality with caregivers and peers during childhood and early 
adolescence would be negatively correlated with self-reported versatility in antisocial 
behaviors. 
Hypothesis 2: Moderation  
a. Higher self-reported relationship quality with caregivers and peers during childhood 
and early adolescence would moderate the relationship of PPI-I and PPI-C scores with 
PPI-II scores. 
b.  Higher self-reported relationship quality with caregivers and peers during childhood 
and early adolescence would moderate the relationship between PPI-I, PPI-II, PPI-C, 
and PPI-Total scores with the frequency of self-reported antisocial behaviors. 
c. Higher self-reported early relationship quality with caregivers and peers during 
childhood and early adolescence would moderate the relationship between PPI-I, PPI-
II, PPI-C, and PPI-Total scores with the versatility of types of self-reported antisocial 
behaviors. 
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Method 
Participants 
This study recruited undergraduate students from John Jay College of Criminal Justice 
through the Research Experience Program (REP) as part of the larger study: “Investigating the 
Impact of Early Environmental Factors on Personality Development and Success”. To be eligible 
for the larger study, participants needed to be students currently attending John Jay College of 
Criminal Justice and between the ages of 18 and 65 at the time of the study; there were no further 
exclusionary criteria for participation in the larger study. 
For this study, participants who did not report on one or more target relationships (i.e. 
mother, father, peer) were excluded from this study (n = 6), as the experiences of participants 
who were missing one of the target relationships may be fundamentally different from the rest of 
the sample; this difference would potentially cause difficulties in comparing these subjects with 
the rest of the sample. As recommended by the authors of the PPI-R, participants with a score 
greater than 15 on the inconsistency validity scale of the PPI-R were also excluded from the 
study (n = 29; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2003).  
The final sample consisted of 340 participants; for a small effect size for hierarchical 
regression, the power for this study was, f2 = .75, p < .05. The sample was ethnically diverse; 154 
(45.3%) students identified as Hispanic or Latinx, 57 (16.8%) as African American, 73 (21.5%) 
as Caucasian/White, 46 (13.5%) as Asian or Pacific Islander, and 10 (2.9%) as other. This 
sample was more diverse (had a higher proportion of African-American, Hispanic, and Asian 
participants) than other studies using the Network Relationships Inventory: Behavioral Systems 
Version (NRI:BSV; Furman & Buhrmester, 2009; Zhou et al., 2015), PPI-R (Lilienfeld & 
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Widows, 2005; Marcus, Church, O’Connell, & Lilienfeld, 2018) and Self-Report Crime Survey 
(Raine et al., 2000).  
There were more female participants (254; 74.72%) than male participants (86; 25.38%), 
similar to other university samples (Craig et al., 2013; Marcus et al., 2018), though many studies 
examining psychopathy in relation to attachment and antisocial behaviors have been 
predominantly or solely male in both offender and non-offender samples (DeMatteo et al., 2006; 
Schimmenti et al., 2014). The age of participants ranged from 18 to 44 years of age, with an 
average of 20.3 years (SD =3.98 years), which is comparable with other university samples 
examining psychopathy (Craig et al., 2013; Marcus et al., 2018). The age range was greater than 
other samples using the NRI:BSV (Furman & Buhrmester, 2009) and lower than other studies 
examining psychopathy (DeMatteo et al., 2006) and antisocial behavior (Raine et al., 2000).  
Measures 
Demographic Questionnaire. Participants filled out a demographic questionnaire, which 
collected background information about the participant, such as racial and ethnic background, 
level of education, academic background and status, and presence of psychiatric history. 
Psychopathic Personality Inventory-Revised (PPI-R; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005). 
Psychopathic characteristics were measured via self-report, using the PPI-R, a psychopathy 
assessment tool designed for use with non-clinical, non-incarcerated populations. The PPI-R is a 
154-item self-report instrument that measures global psychopathy and assesses psychopathic 
traits on eight subscales focusing on the continuum of psychopathic personality traits, rather than 
focusing on antisocial behaviors. These subscales fall onto two higher order factors: Fearless 
Dominance, Self-Centered Impulsivity. Fearless Dominance (PPI-I) correlates with interpersonal 
and affective facets of other measures, such as the PCL-R (Hare; 2003), and consists of the 
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subscales Social Potency, Stress Immunity, and Fearlessness. High scores on this dimension are 
associated with adaptive functioning, such as reduced neuroticism and greater emotional stability 
and social efficacy (Yildirim & Derksen, 2015). Self-Centered Impulsivity (PPI-II) correlates 
with the antisocial and lifestyle facets of other measures and subsists of the subscales Carefree 
Nonplanfulness, Impulsive Nonconformity, Machiavellian Egocentricity, and Blame 
Externalization; high scores on this factor are associated with maladaptive functioning, such as 
antisocial behavior, aggression, and substance use (Yildirim & Derksen, 2015). The 
Coldheartedness dimension does not directly load onto PPI-I or PPI-II factors; rather, it 
corresponds negatively with items of Openness and Agreeableness on other measures of 
personality (Berg, Hecht, Latzman, & Lilienfeld, 2015).  
The PPI-R demonstrates strong levels of validity, showing modest correlations with the 
PCL-R (r = .39, - .58 ; Yildirim & Derksen, 2015), currently the most well recognized and 
validated instrument. The PPI-R also displays good test-retest reliability (r = .95; Lilienfeld & 
Andrews, 1996). Finally, the PPI-R has two validity scales built into the survey, Deviant 
Responding and Variable Response Inconsistency. Internal consistency for this study was good 
to excellent for PPI-I (α = .88), PPI-C (α = .80), and PPI-II (α = .90).  
Network Relationships Inventory: Behavioral Systems Version (NRI:BSV; Furman & 
Buhrmester, 1994). The Network Relationships Inventory (NRI) is a series of questionnaires 
developed in order to assess the subjective perception of the participants’ relationships with 
friends and family members. The Behavioral Systems Version (NRI:BSV) of the NRI assesses 
subjective relationship quality by drawing on Furman and Wehner’s conceptualization of close 
relationships and is based on attachment theory. The NRI:BSV is based on the hypothesis that 
attachment and caregiving behavioral systems are key to close types of relationships. This 
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instrument is designed to assess the extent to which relationships with friends and parents are 
characterized by behaviors commonly associated with the activation of supportive behavioral 
systems. This measure was chosen in order to operationalize support as a function of positive 
early relationships. Participants were instructed to think about their relationships between 5 and 
15 years of age when answering questions at the beginning of the survey.  
The NRI:BSV is a 24-item survey with eight subscales: Seeking Secure Base (e.g. “How 
much does this person show support for your activities?”), Conflict (e.g. “How often do you and 
this person argue with each other?”), Seeking Safe Haven (e.g. “How much do you seek out this 
person when you are upset?”), Antagonism (e.g. “How much do you and this person get on each 
other’s nerves?”), Provision of Secure Base (e.g. “How much do you show support for this 
person’s activities”), Criticism (e.g. “How often do you and this person criticize each other?”), 
Provision of Safe Haven (e.g. “How much does this person seek you out when s/he is upset?”), 
and Companionship (“How much do you and this person spend free time together?”). The 
NRI:BSV asks participants to rate the quality of relationships on a Likert scale, ranging from 1 
(“Little or None”) to 5 (“The Most”). The scores on different subscales are then averaged in 
order to get a score for the overall relationship quality. Support comprises the subscales Seeking 
Secure Base, Seeking Safe Haven, Provision of Secure Base, Provision of Safe Haven, and 
Companionship, and is used as a measure of Early Relationship Quality (ERQ) for this study.  
One of the particular qualities of the NRI:BSV is its ability to assess romantic 
relationships and their impacts on psychopathic traits; however, due to this study focusing on 
relationships during childhood and early adolescence, the romantic relationship aspect of this 
assessment was omitted in the assessment administered to participants in favor of focusing on 
relationships with parents and friends. This study focused on the quality of the following 
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relationships: total, maternal, paternal, and peer(s). The overall average scores across the 
subscales were determined for each target relationship. This scale has reliability in regard to a 
high internal consistency (α = .71 - .92), moderately high stability over a one-year period (α = 
.43 - .75), and convergence among different reporters (α = .21 - .41) for all scales with all 
relationships. This study had similarly high internal consistencies for all target relationships (α 
=.93 -.95). Validity for this scale is indicated through meaningful differences among different 
relationships and associations with the original NRI.  
Self-Report Crime Survey (SRC; Raine, Lencz, Bihrle, LaCasse, & Collett, 2000). 
antisocial behaviors were assessed with the Self-Report Crime Survey (SRC), an adult extension 
of the National Youth Survey (NYS; Elliott, Ageton, Huizinga, Knowles, & Canter, 1983), a 
self-report delinquency measure. The SRC is a 102-item survey covering 10 criminal subscales: 
Vehicular, Theft, Manipulation/Coercion, Drug/Contraband, Sexual, Assault, Weapons, Legal, 
Custodial, and Miscellaneous. Participants were asked if they had ever committed any of the 41 
provided offenses and, if so, how many times they had committed the act (e.g., “How many 
times have you…?”, “How old were you when you first did any of them?”, “How old were you 
when last did any of them?”). The options for offense frequency were blocked into six options: 0 
times, 1 time, 2 times, 3-5 times, 6-10 times, 11-20 times, and 21+ times. Scores on this measure 
can range between 0-390, with an increase in scores indicating a higher frequency of crime. The 
last section of the SRC explores the individual’s interactions with the criminal justice system as a 
minor.  
SRC scores were used to assessed to examine versatility and frequency of antisocial 
behavior, as research has indicated that individuals higher in psychopathic characteristics commit 
antisocial behaviors more frequently, as well as more types of antisocial behaviors (Buck, 2015; 
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Hare, 2003; Lynam et al., 2009; Yildirim & Derksen, 2015). Antisocial versatility examined the 
different kinds of antisocial behaviors and counted the number of behaviors that the individual 
has committed over the course of their life, regardless of frequency. antisocial frequency 
examined the total number of instances of antisocial behaviors committed regardless of how 
many types of behaviors the individual has displayed.  
Data Collection and Analysis 
Procedure. This study was part of the larger study, Investigating the Impact of Early 
Environmental Factors on Personality Development and Success, which explored the effects of 
environmental factors, such as substance abuse, bullying behavior, and relationship quality, on 
the development of psychopathic traits and social and academic outcomes. The study recruited 
students from John Jay College of Criminal Justice. Students who signed up for this 
questionnaire received a link to the study which was administered through Qualtrics, an online 
survey platform.  
Participants accessing the Qualtrics link to the study were presented with a consent form 
describing the procedure, duration, risks, benefits, and compensation involved with the study. 
Participants provided informed consent through an online signature before proceeding with the 
rest of the study; participants who chose not to provide informed consent were not allowed to 
continue with the study. After consent was provided, participants filled out eight measures: a 
demographic survey, Simple Screening Instrument for Substance Abuse (SSS), the PPI-R, 
Bullying Scale, the Children of Alcoholics Screening Test (CAST), Childhood Abuse and 
Trauma Scale (CATS), SRC, and NRI:BSV; the SSS, CAST, Bullying Scale, and CATS were 
administered as part of the larger study, Investigating the Impact of Early Environmental Factors 
on Personality Development and Success, and were not utilized for this particular study. The 
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PPI-R was always the first measure presented to participants; the other measures were presented 
in a randomized order to minimize the effects of fatigue or boredom across measures. When 
filling out the NRI:BSV, participants were instructed to think about their early relationships with 
their parental figures and peers when they were between 5 and 15 years of age. Upon 
completion, participants were debriefed and thanked for their time and received partial credit for 
their Introductory Psychology course. This entire process was estimated to take no longer than 
120 minutes.  
Analysis. This was a correlational study examining the relationship between protective 
factors, operationalized in this study as ERQ, characteristics of psychopathy, and criminal 
activity. This study examined whether these protective factors were correlated with lower scores 
on the behavioral domain of psychopathy and criminal activity, and whether these protective 
factors could moderate the relationship between personality and behavioral characteristics of 
psychopathy.  
Variables were then inserted into three moderation models. Model 1 examined whether 
early environmental factors moderated the relationship between PPI-I and PPI-C scores and PPI-
II scores, Model 2 investigated whether environmental factors moderated the relationship 
between PPI-I, PPI-II, PPI-C, and PPI-Total scores and antisocial frequency, and Model 3 
investigated whether early environmental factors moderated the relationship between PPI-I, PPI-
II, PPI-C, and PPI-Total scores and versatility. In Moderation Model 1, PPI-I and PPI-C acted as 
the predictive variable for PPI-II scores. In Moderation Models 2 and 3, PPI-I, PPI-II, PPI-C, and 
PPI-Total scores served as predictor variables, while antisocial frequency and antisocial 
versatility were outcome variables, respectively. The early quality of each target relationship-
Maternal, Paternal, Peer(s)-was inserted independently into both moderation models. All three 
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moderation models were analyzed through SPSS using the macro PROCESS (Version 3.1; 
Hayes, 2017). All moderating and predictive variables were centered automatically by 
PROCESS when moderation analyses were run.  
Results 
Preliminary Analyses 
Average scores and standard deviations are reported in Table 1. Average ratings and 
standard deviations for Maternal ERQ (M = 3.16, SD = .99) and Paternal ERQ (M = 2.42, SD = 
1.05), in this sample were comparable to that of previous studies using the NRI:BSV(M= 3.01 - 
3.16, SD = .95, and M = 2.60, SD = .97; Brantstetter, Furman, & Cottrell, 2009; Furman & 
Buhrmester, 2009; Furman & Shoemaker, 2008). Peer ERQ could not be appropriately compared 
to other samples, as other samples broke down Peer ERQ into Same-Sex and Opposite-Sex 
Peers.  
Hypothesis 1: Correlations 
Bivariate correlations were initially run between all variables of interest to identify any 
significant relationships; these correlations are displayed in Table 2. These variables included 
PPI-Total and Factor scores, antisocial frequency and versatility, and measures of early 
relationship quality from the NRI:BSV. PPI-I, PPI-II and PPI-Total scores all positively 
correlated with antisocial frequency, r(338) = .12, p = .029., r(338) = .35, p = .001, and r(338) = 
.32, p = .001, respectively, while only PPI-I and PPI-Total scores correlated with antisocial 
versatility, r(338) = .31, p = .001, and r(338) = .29 , p = .001, respectively.  
Hypothesis 1a was partially supported; Maternal ERQ negatively correlated with PPI-II 
scores (r = -.16, p = .004), but not PPI-Total scores. However, there was no significant 
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correlation of Paternal ERQ with either PPI-II or PPI-Total scores. Peer ERQ did not 
significantly correlate with PPI-II or PPI-Total scores. 
 Hypothesis 1b was not supported for Maternal, Paternal or Peer ERQ. Maternal and 
Paternal ERQ were not correlated with antisocial frequency. Contrary to expectations, Peer ERQ 
was positively correlated with antisocial frequency, r(338) = .16, p = .009. Hypothesis 1c was 
supported for Paternal ERQ, with a negative correlation between Paternal ERQ and antisocial 
versatility, r(338) = -.13, p = .039. However, Hypothesis 1c was not supported for Maternal or 
Peer ERQ. Maternal ERQ did not significantly correlate with antisocial versatility, and, contrary 
to expectations, Peer ERQ positively correlated with antisocial versatility r(338) = .17, p = .001.  
Hypothesis 2: Moderations  
To test the hypotheses that protective factors could moderate the relationship between 
psychopathy and negative outcomes, a series of hierarchical multiple regression analysis were 
conducted. 
Model 1: Protective Factors Moderating PPI-I and PPI-C Scores with PPI-II Scores. 
In the first step, each protective factor (Maternal, Paternal, and Peer ERQ)  was independently 
inserted into a separate analysis with PPI-I and PPI-C scores as the predictors for PPI-II scores. 
In the next step, interaction terms were added to the regression model. Interaction models that 
met statistical significance were then entered into PROCESS, which probed the moderation at 
the mean and one standard deviation above and below the mean. All regressions can be found in 
Table 5. None of the moderators significantly accounted for variances in the relationship of PPI-
II Scores with either PPI-I or PPI-C scores at the second step. As such, these relationships were 
not further explored. 
Model 2: Protective Factors Moderating PPI-I, PPI-II, PPI-C, and PPI-Total Scores 
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and antisocial frequency. In order to test the hypothesis that protective factors could moderate 
the relationship between PPI-Factor and Total scores and antisocial frequency, a series of 
hierarchical multiple regression analysis were conducted. In the first step, each of the protective 
factors were independently inserted into a separate analysis with PPI-I, PPI-II, PPI-C, or PPI-
Total scores as the predictor variables for antisocial frequency. In the next step, interaction terms 
were added to the regression model. Interaction models that met statistical significance were then 
entered into PROCESS, which probed the moderation at the mean and one standard deviation 
above and below the mean. All regressions for antisocial frequency are recorded in Table 5.  
As indicated in Figure 1 and Figure 2, Paternal ERQ significantly moderated the 
relationship between PPI-I and PPI-Total scores and antisocial frequency by buffering the 
relationship at low levels of PPI-I and PPI-Total scores, ΔR
2 
= .04, ΔF(4, 335) = 4.30, p = .030, 
β = .06, t(338) = 2.39, p = .005, and ΔR
2 
= .11, ΔF(4, 335) = 14.10, p < .000, β = .03, t(338) = 
2.04, p < .001, respectively. Measures of ERQ were further parsed into subscales and 
correlations are recorded in Table 6. Probing the subscales of ERQ indicated that no single 
component significantly correlated with antisocial frequency.  
 Model 3: Protective Factors Moderating PPI-I, PPI-II, PPI-C, and PPI-Total Scores 
and antisocial versatility. As with antisocial frequency, a series of hierarchical multiple 
regression analysis were conducted to test the hypothesis that protective factors could moderate 
the relationship between PPI-II and PPI-Total scores and antisocial versatility. In the first step, 
each of the protective factors were independently inserted into a separate analysis with either 
PPI-II or PPI-Total scores as predictor variables. In the next step, interaction terms were added to 
the regression model. Interaction models that met statistical significance were then entered into 
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PROCESS, which probed the moderation at the mean and one standard deviation above and 
below the mean; results are indicated in Table 6.  
 Figure 3 and Figure 4 illustrate that Paternal ERQ significantly buffered the relationship 
between PPI-I and PPI-Total Scores and antisocial versatility, ΔR
2 
= .05, ΔF(4, 335) = 5.68, p 
<.001, β = .04, t(338) = 2.79, p < .001, and ΔR
2 
= .11, ΔF(4, 335) = 13.56, p = .00, β = .02, 
t(338) = 2.57, p < .001, respectively. Measures of ERQ were further parsed apart to investigate 
the impact of subscales; correlations are recorded in Table 7. Antisocial versatility was 
negatively correlated with the ERQ subscales of Seeking Safe Haven from father figures, r(338) 
= -.12, p = .033, and Companionship, r(338) = -.14, p = .010, with father figures.  
 As seen in Figure 5 and Figure 6, Peer ERQ significantly enhanced the relationship of 
PPI-II, ΔR
2 
=.01, ΔF(4, 335) = 5.11, p < .001, β = .02, t(338) = 2.26, p = .025, and PPI-Total 
Scores, ΔR
2 
=.01 , ΔF(4, 335) = 3.97, p < .001, β = .02, t(338) = 1.99, p = .047, with antisocial 
versatility. Probing the components of ERQ indicated that antisocial versatility was positively 
correlated with Securing Safe Haven from peers, r(338) = .17, p = .002, Providing Safe Haven to 
peers, r(338) =.13, p = .016, Providing Secure Base to peers, r(338) =.12, p < .034, and 
Companionship, r(338) =.19, p < .001.  
Exploratory Analyses 
 Antisocial behaviors were further probed. Correlations were run between antisocial 
behavior types, parental and peer relationship qualities, and psychopathy factors; results are in 
Table 7. Findings indicated that most antisocial behaviors were primarily associated with PPI-II 
and PPI-Total scores. PPI-II scores correlated positively with Assault, r(338) = .13, p = .015, 
Drug/Contraband, r(338) = .19, p < .001, Manipulation, r(338) = .25, p < .001, Theft, r(338) = 
.28, p < .001, Sexual, r(338) = .15, p = .007, Custodial, r(338) = .13, p = .020, and Miscellaneous 
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behavior, r(338) = .34, p < .001. PPI-Total scores corresponded positively with 
Drug/Contraband, r(338) = .20, p < .001, Manipulation, r(338) = .17, p = .002, Theft, r(338) = 
.24, p < .001, Sexual, r(338) = .13, p = .016, Weapon, r(338) = .18, p < .002, and Miscellaneous, 
r(338) = .27, p < .001, types of antisocial behavior. PPI-I scores also correlated positively with 
Vehicular, r(338) = .11, p = .036, and Weapon, r(338) = .17, p = .002, categories of antisocial 
behavior. PPI-C scores did not correspond with any types of antisocial behavior. Maternal ERQ 
was negatively associated with Manipulation offenses, r(338) = -.15, p = .008. Peer ERQ 
correlated positively with Assault, r(338) = .12, p = .029, and Miscellaneous, r(338) = .13, p = 
.016 categories of antisocial behavior.  
 Further analyses investigated the correlation between moderator and predictor variables 
with antisocial versatility across categories (i.e. Miscellaneous, Legal, Assault, etc.). Correlations 
indicated that versatility across categories was positively correlated with PPI-II scores, r(338) = -
.26, p < .001, PPI-Total scores, r(338) = -.20, p < .001, and Peer ERQ, r(338) = .15, p = .006. 
Such findings corroborate previous studies indicating that psychopathic characteristics are 
associated with greater commission of violent and nonviolent antisocial behaviors. Versatility in 
criminal behaviors was negatively correlated with Paternal ERQ, r(338) = -.16, p = .003.  
Exploratory analyses were run to examine any gender or racial differences in 
psychopathic characteristics, relational quality, or antisocial behaviors. Means, standard 
deviations and range of scores for all measures by gender and ethnicity are displayed in Table 8. 
An independent t-test was run between gender and all variables; results are displayed in Table 9. 
There were no significant differences between genders for antisocial frequency, t(338) = .03, p = 
.979, or versatility, t(338) = .10, p = .843. Average scores for this sample were comparable with 
the college/community sample in Lilienfeld and Widows (2005) for men and women on almost 
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all PPI-R measurement scales, and as such, there were significant gender differences in PPI-R 
scores. Males scored higher (M = 113.62, SD = 17.27) than females (M = 117.62, SD = 18.95) 
for PPI-I scores, t(338) = -2.60, p = .010. Males also scored higher (M = 35.77, SD = 7.76) than 
females (M = 30.70, SD = 7.04) for PPI-C scores, t(338) = -5.63, p < .001. Finally, males scored 
higher (M = 292.39, SD = 31.87) than females (M = 281.69, SD = 35.01) on PPI-Total, t(338) = -
2.51, p = .013. There were also significant gender differences in ERQ ratings with maternal 
figures and peers. Females (M = 3.23, SD =.99) scored higher than males (M = 2.95, SD =.99) on 
Maternal ERQ, t(338) = 2.32, p = .021. Females (M = 3.48, SD = .88) also scored higher than 
males (M = 2.93, SD = .99) on Peer ERQ, t(338) = 4.90, p < .001.  
 A one-way ANOVA was run between race and all variables; results are displayed in 
Table 10. There were no significant racial differences for antisocial frequency or versatility. 
There was a significant racial difference in PPI-II scores in which Asian-Americans had higher 
PPI-II scores than Caucasians. There was also a significant racial difference in ERQ ratings in 
which African-American participants rated their ERQ with their paternal figures significantly 
lower than all other racial categories, F(4, 335) = 3.26, p = .029 -.000.  
Discussion 
Research on protective factors pertaining to the development of psychopathic 
characteristics and its affiliated outcomes is still a relatively recent development. The purpose of 
this study was to add to this developing field by investigating the relationship between 
retrospective self-reported early relationship quality with friends and family, psychopathic 
characteristics and self-reported antisocial behaviors. This is one of few studies examining the 
perception of relationship quality during childhood and adolescence in a sample of young adults, 
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and how these early relationships moderate the relationship between psychopathic characteristics 
and antisocial behaviors.  
Hypothesis 1a posited that self-reported early relationship quality with caregivers and peers 
during childhood and early adolescence would negatively correlate with Self-Centered Impulsivity 
(SCI) and overall levels of psychopathy. This hypothesis was partially supported by a negative 
correlation between perceived relationship quality with mothers and SCI, which aligns with 
previous research indicating that maternal sensitivity may protect against psychopathic 
characteristics associated with poor inhibition (Buck, 2015). Relationship quality with fathers or 
peers did not correlate with SCI or overall psychopathy. Though the lack of correlation between 
relationship quality with fathers and SCI and overall psychopathy went against hypothesis, 
previous research has suggested that paternal care and overprotection are associated with 
attachment anxiety, which may contribute to, rather than protect against, psychopathic 
characteristics associated with disinhibition (Craig et al., 2013). This, along with findings 
suggesting that the impact of poor maternal care was more strongly associated with factors of adult 
psychopathy, than paternal care (Gao et al., 2010), suggests that positive paternal parenting may 
need to be studied along a different framework than positive maternal parenting. A differential 
framework for examining and comparing parental parenting between maternal and paternal figures 
is also supported by research suggesting that parental involvement is quantitatively and 
qualitatively different, especially in their impact on same-sex and opposite-sex children (Hoeve, 
Dubas, Eichelsheim, van der Laan, Smeek, & Gerris, 2009). The lack of correlation between early 
relationship quality with peers and SCI and overall psychopathy also went against hypothesis, but 
may be a function of peer influence being greatest during adolescence (Backman et al., 2018), 
rather than the age-range in which participants were asked to report their relationships (5-15 years). 
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It may be that characteristics of SCI develop before the influence of peer relationships can 
intervene. Further, research suggests that youth higher in psychopathic characteristics tend to 
associate with antisocial peers (Munoz et al., 2008), suggesting also that peer relationships may 
not inherently be conducive to protecting against the development or mitigation of PPI-II 
characteristics.  
Hypothesis 1b and 1c posited that early relationship quality with caregivers and peers 
during childhood and early adolescence would negatively correlate with the frequency and 
versatility of self-reported criminal behaviors as measured on the SRC. Hypothesis 1b was not 
supported by any of the findings; early peer relationship quality positively correlated with crime 
frequency, while neither early relationship quality with mothers or fathers correlated with crime 
frequency in any way. Hypothesis 1c was partially supported by a negative correlation between 
early relationship quality with fathers and crime versatility, which aligns with findings that 
parental emotional availability may protect against antisocial outcomes (Babore et al., 2017). 
However, as with Hypothesis 1b, early peer relationship quality positively correlated with crime 
versatility, while there was no correlation between early relationship quality with mothers and 
crime versatility. While the positive correlations between peer relationship quality and crime 
frequency and versatility went against our hypothesis, previous literature has suggested 
psychopathic individuals already prone to committing antisocial behaviors will do so more often 
when with delinquent peers (Backman et al., 2018; Munoz et al., 2008). It is less clear as to why 
there were no correlations between early relationship quality with mothers and antisocial 
frequency and versatility, while there was only a correlation between early paternal relationship 
quality and antisocial versatility. However, previous research has indicated parental warmth, 
particularly maternal involvement, does not necessarily reduce antisocial outcomes, such as 
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behavioral problems (Gryczkowski, Jordan, & Mercer, 2010), which may explain the lack of 
correlation between early maternal relationship quality and antisocial frequency and versatility. 
Further, such research may explain the lack of correlation between early paternal relationship 
quality and antisocial frequency. As for why early paternal relationship quality negatively 
correlated with antisocial versatility while early maternal relationship quality did not, previous 
literature has indicated that the effects of parenting varied based on the sex of the parent and that 
of the child in question (e.g.  neglectful paternal parenting associated with delinquent behavior in 
sons, but not daughters, in later life, while maternal parenting style did not associate with later 
delinquency with either; Hoeve et al., 2009; Gryczkowski et al., 2010), further suggesting that 
maternal and paternal parenting and their impact on children should be examined along differential 
frameworks.  
Hypothesis 2a suggested that higher reported early relationship quality with caregivers and 
peers during childhood and early adolescence would moderate the relationship between Fearless 
Dominance (FD) and Coldheartedness (CH) characteristics and SCI scores. This hypothesis was 
not supported; none of the early relationships moderated the relationship between FD or CH with 
SCI. The founders of the PPI and PPI-R originally indicated that the FD and SCI domains of 
psychopathy developed independently of each other (Lilienfeld & Widows, 2003). Findings 
further support the orthogonal nature of these two characteristics and also further suggest that SCI 
characteristics also develop independently of CH characteristics.  
 Hypothesis 2b and 2c posited that early relationship quality with caregivers and peers 
during childhood and early adolescence would moderate the relationship between overall 
psychopathy, FD, SCI, and CH with antisocial frequency and antisocial versatility. Hypothesis 2b 
and 2c were partially supported by the buffering effect of early relationship quality with fathers on 
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the relationship between FD and overall psychopathy and antisocial frequency and antisocial 
versatility, aligning with findings indicating that paternal emotional availability may buffer against 
behavioral problems (Babore et al., 2017); early relationship quality with mothers did not moderate 
the relationship between any psychopathic characteristics with antisocial frequency or antisocial 
versatility. Early peer relationship quality did not support either Hypothesis 2b or 2c as early peer 
relationship quality not only failed to moderate the relationship between psychopathic 
characteristics with antisocial frequency, but enhanced the relationship between SCI and overall 
psychopathy with antisocial versatility. Explanations for these moderations are likely to be similar 
as that of Hypothesis 1b and 1c for all target relationships. Though the enhancement of early peer 
relationship quality on the relationship between SCI and overall psychopathy with antisocial 
versatility was unexpected within the scope of this study, previous literature has indicated that 
youth commit more types of crime when with their peers than they would alone (Backman et al., 
2018; Munoz et al., 2008), while research suggests that the effects of parental involvement are 
likely to be differential depending on the sex of the parent and that parental involvement does not 
necessarily decrease behavioral problems (Gryczkowski et al., 2010).  
Relational Implications; Maternal Relationships. Research largely indicates that the role of 
the mother is paramount in the development and socialization of children (Buck, 2015; Gao et 
al., 2010). Though this study did not find significant evidence suggesting that early maternal 
relationship quality was associated with reduced development of psychopathic characteristics or 
antisocial behaviors, findings of this study did not argue against pre-existing literature. Findings 
of this study do demonstrate correlations between positive aspects of early maternal relationships 
with psychopathic characteristics. Maternal relationship quality during childhood and 
adolescence negatively correlated with SCI and CH. This negative correlation between early 
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maternal relationship quality and SCI may indicate that there is yet some beneficial effect of 
early maternal relationship quality on the expression of SCI characteristics. The finding of a 
negative correlation between early maternal relationship quality and CH characteristics may also 
support previous research findings linking high-quality maternal relationships with reduced 
callous-unemotional characteristics (Buck, 2015), though it may also be that that children who 
are low in CH may be more likely to receive and perceive positive regard from their mothers, 
resulting in a higher quality relationship. Further, when the components of early relationship 
were broken down, scores reflecting viewing mother figures as a safe haven and secure base, as 
well as spending time with mother figures, demonstrated a negative correlation with overall 
psychopathy, SCI, and CH.  
 Paternal Relationships. Some of the most interesting findings in this study were the 
effects of early paternal relationship quality on the commission of antisocial behaviors. Most 
studies have focused on the importance of positive maternal parenting (Buck, 2015; Furman & 
Shoemaker, 2008; Gao et al., 2010) or the negative impacts of absent paternal figures or negative 
paternal parenting. Findings in this study, however, appear to support a growing area of research 
regarding the benefits of positive paternal parenting and how it may have a protective impact 
upon their children, particularly against negative outcomes (Babore et al., 2017; Buck, 2015; 
Gao et al., 2010). 
It was interesting to note that early paternal relationship quality had a significant positive 
impact on the relationship between FD and the commission of antisocial behaviors. FD does 
encompass proclivities towards boldness and trying new things (Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005); 
this may encompass engagement in different kinds of antisocial behaviors. Research has 
previously indicated that greater paternal emotional availability is negatively associated with 
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externalizing behaviors, and may protect against them (Babore et al., 2017). This may also 
embody Lykken’s theory that proper parenting is able to properly socialize individuals with 
characteristics of FD into socially acceptable conduits (2006). It should also be noted, however, 
that FD was significantly positively correlated with SCI in this study (r = .16, p < .01), which 
may have potentially driven some of the relationship between FD characteristics and antisocial 
behaviors. As for the impact of paternal positive relationships on overall psychopathy, it is likely 
that elevated FD contributed to overall psychopathy as well. These effects, however, appear to 
only be impactful when FD or overall psychopathy were at lower levels; at higher levels, this 
buffering effect appear to vanish and individuals higher in psychopathic characteristics score 
similarly, regardless of paternal relationships. This indicates that paternal emotional availability 
may only be effective in non-psychopathic individuals; further investigation is required. 
The results indicating that perceiving the father as emotionally accessible or supportive 
was important in moderating antisocial versatility and frequency was in line with other studies 
suggesting that paternal emotional accessibility tended to be associated with behavioral, rather 
than emotional, problems (Clay, Coate, Tran, & Phares., 2017). What was also interesting about 
these findings was that perceiving the father as a source of security and a base for emotional and 
mental well-being appeared to be more important than actually spending time with the father; 
this also aligns with conceptualizations of emotional accessibility in which availability does not 
necessarily involve direct interaction (Clay et al., 2017).  
As with early maternal relationship quality, early paternal relationship quality was 
significantly negatively correlated with PPI-C characteristics. It may be that low CH 
characteristics in children are more conducive to receiving and perceiving positive regard from 
fathers, allowing for higher quality relationships, but may also indicate that positive early 
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paternal involvement with their children can impact callous-unemotional characteristics. Further 
research on these relationships are warranted to better understand the impact of early parental 
relationships on callous-unemotional characteristics.  
 Peer Relationships. Findings on early peer relationships illustrated a confusing 
relationship between peer relationships, psychopathic characteristics, and antisocial behavior in 
which higher ratings of early peer relationship quality both positively correlated with most 
psychopathic characteristics and antisocial behaviors, and enhanced antisocial versatility. These 
finding may reflect the highly nuanced construct of peer relationships. While the construct and 
role of mother and father in relation to the individual are, for the most part, universally well 
defined, and do not have much variation in conceptualization in literature (e.g. Buck, 2015; 
Christian et al., 2017; Craig et al., 2013; Gao et al., 2010), the construct of peer relationships and 
friendships are not. Previous studies have indicated that psychopathic individuals are capable of 
creating and maintaining friendships with others, but that these individuals perceive and report 
more conflict than the other party (Munoz et al., 2008). This may suggest that while expectations 
of friendship may vary from person to person, the difference in expectations of friendship 
between psychopathic and non-psychopathic individuals may be more pronounced and 
fundamentally different. 
Research has indicated that psychopathic individuals engaging in antisocial behaviors 
often associate with other delinquent peers, and commit antisocial behaviors more frequently 
when doing so with others (Backman et al., 2018; Munoz et al., 2008); this may explain the 
positive correlation between early peer relationship quality and antisocial frequency and 
antisocial versatility. This may also explain the enhancing effect of early peer relationship 
quality on the relationship between SCI and antisocial versatility. This brings into question, then, 
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whether peer relationships impact the development of antisocial characteristics or if they are a 
function of individuals congregating over shared interests and behaviors. These findings may 
suggest that individuals with elevated SCI may associate with others engaging in similar 
behaviors or demonstrating similarly elevated levels of SCI. Research has also suggested that 
peer relationships serve as positive feedback systems (Larson, 1983), which may explain how 
associating with delinquent peers leads to higher frequency and versatility of antisocial 
behaviors. Ultimately, previous literature has indicated that prosocial influences may not be 
identical to, nor equate to, a high-quality friendship (Backman et al., 2018). These results 
indicate that the reverse may also be true and that high-quality peer relationship do not equate to 
or necessarily capture prosocial influences. 
Another item of note is that there appeared to be a reciprocal nature to these relationships. 
When the components of early peer relationship quality were broken down to see how they 
interacted with the moderators and outcomes, it appeared that participants committing more 
antisocial behaviors not only reported spending more time with and getting support from their 
peers, but also reported providing support to their peers. This particular finding was unexpected 
due to the egocentric interpersonal style and parasitic nature indicated by conceptualizations of 
psychopathic individuals (Cleckley, 1941; Hare, 2003). However, this does align with previous 
literature which has indicated that the object of friendships often reports perceiving less conflict 
in their relationship than the individual with elevated psychopathic characteristics (Munoz et al., 
2008). It should also, however, be noted that the scores in this study are entirely subjective; it is 
quite possible that individuals higher in psychopathic characteristics perceive themselves as 
providing more of a safe haven and secure base than they really are. 
As with early maternal and paternal relationship quality, early peer relationship quality 
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negatively correlated with CH. It is likely, in this case, that low CH is associated with placing a 
higher value and investment in peer relationships. However, it may also be that early 
relationships with peers can have a socializing effect and that friendships, by serving as positive 
feedback circuits, can encourage the manifestation of greater interpersonal characteristics. 
Finally, it is of note that there was a positive association in early relationship quality between 
mothers, fathers, and peers. This suggests that individuals reporting high-quality relationships 
with peers are not necessarily lacking in high-quality relationships with parents, so it does not 
appear likely that they are turning to friends to fill an absence in their interpersonal lives. Rather, 
it may be that the needs being met by peers are different than the needs being met by parents. 
Also, findings may align with attachment theories indicating that internal interpersonal models  
Racial and Gender Considerations 
This study did not examine gender or racial differences as predictors or controls, as the 
examination of those factors went beyond the present scope of this study. The nuances of 
interpersonal differences and perceptions between genders and racial groups and their impact 
upon early relationships and psychopathy deserve a more in-depth examination than the current 
study sought to examine and should be addressed in a future study of their own. Further, the 
uneven number of participants in the varying racial or gender groups meant that there was not 
enough power to adequately address the effects of these factors. However, in order to examine 
any current associations between the measures with gender or race, correlations between racial 
and gender groups and the variables in this study were examined. As in previous studies 
(Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005), significant gender differences were present for all psychopathic 
characteristics, with the exception of SCI. There were no gender differences in antisocial 
frequency or versatility.  
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Female participants, rated the quality of their relationships with their mothers and peers 
as significantly higher than male participants. This may reflect differences in relational styles 
between males and females, and may further reflect differences peer relationships are 
conceptualized. Just as a sample higher in psychopathic characteristics may conceptualize a peer 
relationship and what that involves differently than a normative sample, males and females may 
also conceptualize peer relationships and their correlates differently. Research has also indicated 
that gender may impact the presentation of psychopathic characteristics, especially in their 
relational and aggression styles (Kreis & Cooke, 2011). As such, female psychopathic 
individuals may maintain relationships in a different manner than male psychopaths. This is an 
area that should be further explored to better understand both the conceptualization of a peer 
relationship between genders, as well as how female psychopathy may vary from male 
presentations of psychopathy.  
 There were fewer differences when looking at racial differences. As with gender, there 
were no racial differences in antisocial frequency or versatility. The only significant difference in 
psychopathic characteristics were differences in SCI between Asian-American and Caucasian 
participants, in which Asian-American participants scored significantly higher than Caucasian 
participants. There is limited research indicating that this is an uncommon finding, with Lynn 
indicating that individuals of European descent had higher levels of psychopathy than those of 
Asian ancestry (2002). However, there is a relative dearth of literature regarding psychopathy 
and its correlates in relation to Asians (Yiyun, Sellbom, Xu, Chen, & Sui, 2017) and Asian-
Americans (Lynn, 2002). Further, this may be a spurious finding resulting from the few Asian 
participants in this study. As such, further studies in racial and ethnic differences regarding 
psychopathy are required to investigate whether differences may exist as a result of varying 
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cultural norms, particularly for those of Asian descent.  
When it came to relationship quality, African Americans rated the quality of their 
relationship with their paternal figures significantly lower than all other racial categories; there 
were no racial differences in the reported quality of relationships with peers and mothers. This 
may be a function of having significantly fewer African-American participants in the sample and 
should be investigated with a larger sample with significant power for all racial categories before 
concluding that there are any racial or ethnic variations in perceptions of relationship quality 
towards the father. The role of the father traditionally encompasses being a breadwinner; 
however, the role of the father has begun to change in modern times and this may be reflected in 
the expectations and conceptualizations of the father figure in varying cultures. This is an area 
that should be explored in further studies.   
Limitations 
 Some of the limitations involved in this study involved the sample, which hailed from a 
very specific population: a criminal justice-oriented city college in an urban setting in the 
northeastern United States. Due to this focus, participants in this study may be unrepresentative 
of the general community in terms of their interest and engagement in antisocial behaviors and 
the criminal justice system. However, research on successful psychopathy does indicate that 
individuals with psychopathic characteristics can, and do, conform to certain societal norms 
(DeMatteo et al., 2006; Hall & Benning, 2006). For the purposes of this study, however, results 
may not be generalizable to the community at large. 
While the average age of the participants for this study was comparable with other 
university samples (Craig et al., 2013), it should be noted that few studies examining early 
relationships and psychopathy were conducted on similar samples. Studies investigating early 
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relationship quality and psychopathy have primarily taken place among samples recruited from 
either in a detention center or related alternative (Backman et al., 2018; Buck, 2015; Gao et al., 
2010). Further, studies that have been conducted on nonincarcerated samples have primarily 
looked at youth and adolescent samples (Buck, 2015; Gao et al., 2010), or entirely male samples 
(DeMatteo et al., 2006). While this indicates the relative novelty of examining the impact of 
childhood relationship experiences on the development of psychopathic characteristics and 
antisocial behavior in adulthood, it also indicates that results may currently only be applicable to 
other university samples in a metropolitan area.  
Further demographic limitations include the gender distribution and the racial makeup of 
this sample. As with other studies with university samples, participants were predominantly 
female. As such, findings may only apply to other college-aged females and this study may have 
captured a uniquely female manifestation of psychopathy; this is of particular interest as research 
has indicated that aspects of interpersonal characteristics of psychopathy may be indexed 
differently between males and females (Kreis & Cooke, 2011). As for the racial and ethnic 
makeup of this sample, there were a higher proportion of non-Caucasian participants than most 
other studies investigating psychopathy, and had a particularly high prevalence of Hispanic 
participants. There was not enough power to adequately draw comparisons between racial and 
ethnic categories in their scores on any of the variables.  
Other limitations include the online self-report nature of the assessments used in this 
study. In terms of the PPI-R, there was a high number of students (n = 29) eliminated from the 
sample for a high number of inconsistent responses. This may have been a result of carelessness 
in response, but also may have been a function of confusion regarding items, which could 
otherwise have been addressed in an in-person administration. In terms of the self-report crime 
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survey, there is no accompanying collateral documentation to corroborate any of the participant 
responses. Survey responses are submitted through an online platform, and participants are 
informed that information is completely confidential and anonymous, as none of the information 
collected is connected to any identifying information. Despite these protections, participants may 
still underreport out of a social desirability bias, or a fear of self-incrimination.  
Another area of concern with the self-report nature of assessment and lack of 
corroboration may include the self-reported measure of early relationship quality. Reported early 
relationship quality may be biased and potentially distorted by time. However, this was not 
factored as a significant limitation in this study, as it can be argued that relationship quality is 
inherently subjective, and that perceived relationship quality is an end in itself, and so may be an 
important factor. This position is supported by findings that indicate that individuals with 
psychopathic characteristics had more antisocial outcomes when they perceived less support and 
more conflict in relationships, despite their peers reporting the opposite (Munoz, 2008). 
Another limitation may lie in the measures used to assess relationship quality. Firstly, the 
assessment examines components of support as the reciprocation of Provision of Safe Haven and 
Provision of Secure Base; while this reciprocation is appropriate in examining early peer 
relationships, it may be unreasonable to look at the Provision of Safe Haven and Provision of 
Secure Base from youths and adolescents towards their parents. Further, the conceptualization of 
peer relationships, as established by the NRI:BSV survey, may be too vague to capture the 
nuances of peer relationships. Participants are instructed only to think of a typical relationship 
with friends and are given no other specifying instructions. At the end, information was recorded 
as to whether they thought of one, two, or multiple friends when answering the questions, and 
whether they were thinking of friends of the same, opposite, or mixed genders. The vagueness of 
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these instruction may be further exacerbated by arguments that the conceptualization of friend 
can be, in and of itself, highly nuanced, especially when considering individuals who score high 
on psychopathic characteristics may demonstrate more emotionally detached relationships.  
This study was largely exploratory and looked at the general concept of how many kinds 
of antisocial behaviors individuals engaged in and how often. As such, the range of antisocial 
behaviors spanned from mischief (i.e. loitering, being rowdy in a public area) to violent felonies 
(i.e. attack with a deadly weapon, arson). These kinds of behaviors should be further parsed apart 
to get a more specific picture of the antisocial behaviors individuals higher in psychopathy 
engage in.  
A final consideration regarding the limitations of this study are that the power for this 
study was slightly lower than the recommended f  = .80, p < .05, for a small effect size so studies 
should be replicated with a larger study.  
Future Research 
Future research should be conducted on a larger sample to increase the power of these 
findings, as well as on a more diverse sample of individuals in the community outside of John 
Jay College students for a more representative sample of the general population. Though the 
urban setting in which data was gathered allowed for greater diversity than previous samples (i.e. 
Backman et al., 2018; Buck, 2015; DeMatteo et al., 2006; Gao et al., 2010) the current sample 
may have been limited in terms of age and potential attitudes towards antisocial engagement due 
to the undergraduate status of participants and criminal justice-oriented nature of the school. 
Furthermore, the study of early environmental protective factors should also be extended to an 
institutionalized sample so that comparative analyses can be run between a forensic sample and 
general community sample with psychopathy in regard to the impact of early protective factors 
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on the development of antisocial and lifestyle traits of psychopathy. 
Additionally, though this particular study indicated there were relatively few significant 
differences in scores between racial categories, it is likely that there are cultural differences in 
interpersonal styles as well as expectations of what a relationship with mothers, fathers, and 
peers look like. This should be further investigated to examine how different parenting styles 
interact with these cultural norms in impacting perceived relationship quality, and whether they 
can be a buffer against the development of psychopathic characteristics or antisocial behaviors. 
Future research should also further examine the construct of high-quality parental and 
peer relationships. This particular study looked at relational support through the lens of 
companionship, safe haven, and secure bases, but future studies should look at different facets of 
support, such as emotional, instrumental, informational, and appraisal support.  
Future studies examining peer relationships should also more strictly define the construct 
of peer relationships. Findings indicated that high quality peer relationships contributed to PPI-
Total scores and antisocial frequency and versatility. This indicated that peer relationships are 
highly nuanced and that different aspects of peer relationships, such as the characteristics of the 
peer, should be explored. It would also be of value to examine and compare the different types of 
peer relationships, such as classmates, significant others, close friendships, acquaintances, and 
colleagues.  
Conclusion 
 This study investigated the effect of early environmental relationships with mothers, 
fathers, and peers, and how these relationships impacted psychopathic characteristics and 
antisocial behaviors. Evaluations of early relationships with these people were expected to 
negatively correlate with, and moderate the relationship between, the development of 
 45 
psychopathic characteristics, as well as between psychopathic characteristics and the commission 
of antisocial behaviors. Findings were equivocal. Psychopathic characteristics did demonstrate a 
positive association with greater frequency and versatility of antisocial behaviors, as previous 
literature has indicated (Hare 2003, Yildirim & Derksen, 2015). As a whole, positive evaluations 
of early relationships with parents appeared to have a protective influence against antisocial 
outcomes while peer relationships demonstrated an enhancing effect on characteristics of 
psychopathy and antisocial behaviors. Findings suggest that parental and peer influence over 
participants vary in their effect on psychopathic characteristics and antisocial behaviors; such 
differences may originate out of different relationships serving different needs and meeting 
different expectations. Further research should investigate the conceptualization of such 
relationships in individuals higher in psychopathic characteristics, as this may further the 
understanding of the impact of interpersonal relationships on these individuals. Studies should 
also investigate the nuance of gender and cultural differences and their impact on the 
conceptualization of these interpersonal relationships to see how this may affect the influence of 
parents and peers on psychopathic characteristics and antisocial outcomes.  
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of all Variables  
 
Variables M SD 
Frequency 8.01 9.42 
Versatility 4.77 4.86 
PPI-I 109.14 18.69 
PPI-II 143.27 23.67 
PPI-C 31.99 7.54 
PPI-Total 284.39 7.54 
Maternal ERQ 3.16 .99 
Paternal ERQ 2.42 1.05 
Peer ERQ 3.34 .94 
 
 
Running head: CHILDHOOD PROTECTIVE FACTORS ON PSYCHOPATHY   
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Table 2. Bivariate Correlations of All Variables 
 
Frequency Versatility PPI-I PPI-II 
 
PPI-C PPI-Total Maternal ERQ Paternal ERQ Peer ERQ 
Frequency 1 .91** .12* .36** -.01 .31** -.07 -.06 .14** 
Versatility 
 
1 .10 .33** -.02 .28** -.04 -.11* .15* 
PPI-I 
  
1 .16** .15** .69** .10 -.04 .16* 
PPI-II 
   
1 .11* .80** -.16** -.09 .07 
PPI-C     1 .38** -.15** -.02 -.34** 
PPI-Total 
    
 1 -.09 .03 .06 
Maternal 
ERQ 
    
 
 
1 .39** .39** 
Paternal 
ERQ 
    
 
  
1 .34** 
Peer ERQ 
    
 
   
1 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 3. Bivariate Correlations of ERQ Subscales with Outcome Variables 
 
 
 
Running head: CHILDHOOD PROTECTIVE FACTORS ON PSYCHOPATHY   
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Table 4. Hierarchical Regressions Between PPI-I and PPI-II Scores 
  PPI-II 
  ß t F Change R2 ∆R2 
Regression 1 Step 1   9.81** .06 .06 
 Maternal ERQ  -4.13 -3.25**    
 PPI-I .22 3.31**    
 Step 2   .89 .06 ..00 
 Maternal ERQ X PPI-I -.06 -.94    
Regression 2 Step 1   4.98* .03 .03 
 Paternal ERQ -1.33 -1.09    
 PPI-I .21 3.08**    
 Step 2   3.17 .04 .01 
 Paternal ERQ X PPI-I -.12 -1.78    
Regression 3 Step 1   4.76** .03 .03 
 Peer ERQ 1.18 .86    
 PPI-I .19 2.80**    
 Step 2   .75 .03 .00 
 Peer ERQ X PPI-I -.06 -.86    
Regression 4 Step 1   5.66** .03 .03 
 Maternal ERQ  -3.40 -.14**    
 PPI-C .29 .09    
 Step 2   .01 .03 .00 
 Maternal ERQ X PPI-C .02 .12    
Regression 5 Step 1   2.28 .01 .01 
 Paternal ERQ .-.60 -.49    
 PPI-C .35 2.03*    
 Step 2   .13 .01 .00 
 Paternal ERQ X PPI-C --.07 -.37    
Regression 6 Step 1   4.48* .03 .03 
 Peer ERQ 3.09 2.14*    
 PPI-C .48 2.70**    
 Step 2   1.01 .03 .00 
 Peer ERQ X PPI-C .18 1.01    
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).    
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).    
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Table 5. ERQ Moderations Between PPI Scores and Antisocial Frequency  
  Frequency 
  ß t F Change 
R2 ∆R2 
Regression 1 Step 1   3.56* .02 .02 
 Maternal ERQ  -.08 -.15    
 PPI-I .13 2.33*    
 Step 2   .135 .02 .00 
 
Maternal ERQ X 
PPI-I .14 .368    
Regression 2 Step 1   3.53* .02 .02 
 Paternal ERQ -.8 -1.50    
 PPI-I .13 2.38*    
 Step 2   5.73* .04 .02 
 
Paternal ERQ X 
PPI-I .89 2.39*    
Regression 3 Step 1   5.11* .03 .03 
 Peer ERQ .13 2.31*    
 PPI-C .10 1.83    
 Step 2   .39 .03 0.00 
 Peer ERQ X PPI-I .25 .63    
Regression 4 Step 1   25.34 ** .13 .13 
 Maternal ERQ  .49 -.01    
 PPI-II .36 6.99**    
 Step 2   0.00 .13 0.00 
 
Maternal ERQ X 
PPI-II -.02 .05    
Regression 5 Step 1   25.88** .13 .13 
 Paternal ERQ -.05 -1.00    
 PPI-II .36 7.08**    
 Step 2   .07 .13 .00 
 
Paternal ERQ X 
PPI-II .09 .27    
Regression 6 Step 1   28.34** .14 .14 
 Peer ERQ .12 2.3*    
 PPI-II .35 6.99**    
 Step 2   0.00 .15 0.01 
 Peer ERQ X PPI-II .55 1.58    
Regression 7 Step 1   .93 .01 .01 
 Maternal ERQ  -.07 -1.34    
 PPI-C -.03 -.45    
 Step 2   .06 .01 .00 
 59 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Maternal ERQ X 
PPI-C -.07 .25    
Regression 8 Step 1   .76 .00 .00 
 Paternal ERQ -.07 -1.20    
 PPI-C -.02 -.36    
 Step 2   .04 .01 .00 
 
Paternal ERQ X 
PPI-C -.06 .21    
Regression 9 Step 1   3.64* 0.02 0.02 
 Peer ERQ .15 2.69*    
 PPI-C .04 .68    
 Step 2   2.51 .03 .01 
 Peer ERQ X PPI-C .39 1.58    
Regression 10 Step 1   18.16 ** .10 .10 
 Maternal ERQ  -.04 -.83    
 PPI-Total .31 5.88**    
 Step 2   0.55 .10 .00 
 
Maternal ERQ X 
PPI-Total .33 .74    
Regression 11 Step 1   18.89** .10 .10 
 Paternal ERQ -.07 -1.41    
 PPI-Total .31 6.02**    
 Step    4.17* .11 .01 
 
Paternal ERQ X 
PPI-Total -.97 2.04*    
Regression 12 Step 1   20.98** .11 .11 
 Peer ERQ .30 5.88**    
 PPI-Total .12 2.40*    
 Step 2   2.83 .12 .01 
 
Peer ERQ X PPI-
Total       
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 6. ERQ Moderations Between PPI Scores and Antisocial Versatility  
  Frequency 
  ß t F Change 
R2 ∆R2 
Regression 1 Step 1 xf  2.19 .01 .01 
 Maternal ERQ  ..05 -.95    
 PPI-I .11 1.94    
 Step 2   .13 .01 .00 
 
Maternal ERQ X 
PPI-I .14 .37    
Regression 2 Step 1   4.53* .03 .03 
 Paternal ERQ -.13 -2.36*    
 PPI-I .12 2.17*    
 Step 2   7.80* .05 .02 
 
Paternal ERQ X 
PPI-I 1.03 2.79**    
Regression 3 Step 1   5.07** .03 .03 
 Peer ERQ .14 2.57*    
 PPI-C .14 1.46    
 Step 2   .08 .03 .00 
 Peer ERQ X PPI-I .11 .28    
Regression 4 Step 1   25.34 ** .13 .13 
 Maternal ERQ  .49 -.01    
 PPI-II .36 6.99**    
 Step 2   0.00 .13 0.00 
 
Maternal ERQ X 
PPI-II -.02 .05    
Regression 5 Step 1   25.88** .13 .13 
 Paternal ERQ -.05 -1.00    
 PPI-II .36 7.08**    
 Step 2   .07 .13 .00 
 
Paternal ERQ X 
PPI-II .09 .27    
Regression 6 Step 1   28.34** .14 .14 
 Peer ERQ .12 2.3*    
 PPI-II .35 6.99**    
 Step 2   0.00 .15 0.01 
 Peer ERQ X PPI-II .55 1.58    
Regression 7 Step 1   20.61** .11 .11 
 Maternal ERQ  .01 .19    
 PPI-C .32 6.37**    
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 Step 2   1.93 .11 .01 
 
Maternal ERQ X 
PPI-C .46 1.39    
Regression 8 Step 1   22.74** .12 .12 
 Paternal ERQ -.10 -1.96    
 PPI-C .33 6.38**    
 Step 2   .35 .12 .00 
 
Paternal ERQ X 
PPI-C .19 .59    
Regression 9 Step 1   24.20** .13 .13 
 Peer ERQ .13 2.54*    
 PPI-C .32 6.29**    
 Step 2   5.11 .14 .01 
 Peer ERQ X PPI-C .79 2.26*    
Regression 10 Step 1   .45 .00 .00 
 Maternal ERQ  -.05 -.84    
 PPI-Total -.03 -.84    
 Step 2   .51 .00 .00 
 
Maternal ERQ X 
PPI-Total -.20 .72    
Regression 11 Step 1   2.33 .01 .01 
 Paternal ERQ -.12 -2.12*    
 PPI-Total -.03 -.62    
 Step    .43 .02 .00 
 
Paternal ERQ X 
PPI-Total .19 .66    
Regression 12 Step 1   4.15* .02 .02 
 Peer ERQ .16 2.85**    
 PPI-Total .03 .56    
 Step 2   2.51 .03 .01 
 
Peer ERQ X PPI-
Total  .42 1.73    
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Running head: CHILDHOOD PROTECTIVE FACTORS ON PSYCHOPATHY   
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Table 7. Bivariate Correlations Between Variables and Antisocial Behavior Categories  
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Table 8. Demographic Statistics for All Variables  
 
Running head: CHILDHOOD PROTECTIVE FACTORS ON PSYCHOPATHY   
64 
Table 9. Significant Differences Between Genders for All Variables 
  Female Male t p 
Frequency M 8.02 4.99 0.03 .979 
 SD 9.5 9.26   
versatility M 4.8 4.69 0.19 .847 
 SD 4.94 4.67   
PPI-I M 107.62 113.62 -2.60 .010 
 SD 18.95 17.26   
PPI-II M 143.37 142.99 .13 .90 
 SD 23.78 23.46   
PPI-C M 30.70 7.04 -5.63 .000 
 SD 35.78 7.76   
PPI-Total M 281.69 35.01 -2.51 .013 
 SD 292.39 31.87   
Maternal 
ERQ M 3.23 2.95 2.32 .021 
 SD .99 .99   
Paternal ERQ M 2.44 2.36 .56 .579 
 SD 1.06 1.03   
Peer ERQ M 3.48 2.93 4.901 .000 
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Table 10. Significant Differences Between Races/Ethnicities for All Variables 
  Total 
Black/ 
African 
American 
Hispanic 
/Latinx 
Caucasian/ 
White 
Asian/ 
Pacific 
Islander Other F η² 
Frequency M 8.01 8.81 7.08 9.36 11.08 9.90 0.97 0.01 
 SD 9.42 7.32 8.90 11.04 9.90 6.05   
Versatility M 4.78 7.08 4.25 5.51 5.47 5.20 1.11 0.01 
 SD 4.87 8.90 4.46 5.58 5.2 4.57   
PPI-I M 109.13 108.94 108.81 111.56 108.06 102.48 0.67 0.01 
 SD 18.70 16.14 18.66 21.42 17.18 19.32   
PPI-II M 143.27 144.24 143.39 136.50*As 149.31*C 157.57 3.26* 0.04 
 SD 23.67 24.80 23.48 23.43 20.25 25.85   
PPI-C M 31.99 33.50 31.86 31.59 31.56 30.20 0.81 0.01 
 SD 7.54 7.16 7.74 8.18 6.13 7.84   
PPI-Total M 284.39 286.68 284.07 279.65 288.93 290.25 0.68 0.01 
 SD 34.51 35.42 33.92 38.62 28.40 34.23   
Maternal 
ERQ M 3.16 2.99 3.26 3.21 2.92 3.41 1.72 0.02 
 SD 0.99 1.00 .99 .89 1.07 1.12   
Paternal 
ERQ M 2.42 1.88**H***C*As 2.48*Af 2.63**Af 2.49*Af 2.74 5.13*** 0.06 
 SD 1.05 1.01 1.05 .93 1.08 1.13   
Peer ERQ M 3.34 3.20 3.30 3.42 3.41 3.85 0.25 0.02 
 SD .94 .99 .93 .92 .91 .92   
Superscript letters indicate which race/ethnicities have significant differences in means: Af=Black/African 
American, H=Hispanic/Latinx, C=Caucasian/White, As=Asian/Pacific Islander, O=Other  
* Significant at the.05 level 
** Significant at the.01 level 
*** Significant at the.001 level 
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Appendix A 
Online Advertisement of the Study 
  
SONA Recruitment 
  
 John Jay College of Criminal Justice undergraduate students are needed to participate within an 
online research study. This study will take approximately 2 hours of time and will ask questions 
regarding childhood experiences, behavior, and history, current and past substance usage. Students 
will be awarded 4 credits for participating within this study. 
  
Requirements to participate: 
·   18 years of age or older  
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Appendix B 
CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 
John Jay College of Criminal Justice 
Department of Psychology 
 
CONSENT TO PARTICPATE IN A RESEARCH PROJECT 
 
Project Title: Investigating the Impact of Early Environmental Factors on Personality 
Development and Success 
 
Principal Investigator: Esther Kim  
Graduate Student 
John Jay College of Criminal Justice 
524 West 59th Street 
New York, NY 10019 
Co-Investigators: Cordelia Chou, Nascha Streng  
 
Faculty Advisor:  Dr. Diana Falkenbach 
       Professor 
       John Jay College of Criminal Justice 
       524 West 59th Street 10.65.07 NB 
       New York, NY 10019  
       Phone: (646) 557-4429 
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Introduction/Purpose: You are invited to participate in a research study as John Jay students 
and are between the ages of 18-65. The study is conducted under the direction of Nascha Streng, 
Esther Kim, Cordelia Chou, Dr. Diana Falkenbach, and John Jay College of Criminal Justice. 
The purpose of this research study is to examine different factors and their relationship to 
personality traits. 
 
Procedures: If you agree to be in this study, we will ask you to complete a total of 8 
questionnaires. The time commitment is expected to be approximately 2 hours. 
 
Possible Discomforts and Risks: The foreseeable risks of participation in this study are 
minimal. These include possible eye strain from the computer screen, as well as possible breach 
of confidentiality. Possible discomfort may arise from answering questions about your childhood 
and environment. In order to minimize the risk of any potential discomfort, participants may 
choose to skip any question or survey that they do not wish to answer. Furthermore, in the 
chance of discomfort, the debriefing form will provide resources with which the participant can 
seek counseling or support.  
Benefits: No direct benefits are anticipated for research participants, although some participants 
may enjoy taking a moment and self-evaluating themselves. 
 
Voluntary Participation: Your participation in this study is voluntary, and you may decide not 
to participate without prejudice, penalty, or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.  
Compensation: Participants will receive 4 REP course credits for completing this study. 
Alternatives to this is to participate in different research projects or completing alternative 
assignments on REP.  
 
Confidentiality: The collected data will be accessible to the principal investigator, Esther Kim, 
co-investigators, Nascha Strengand Cordelia Chou, and faculty advisor Dr. Diana Falkenbach. 
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Personal information, such as name and any other identifiable information, will not be collected 
beyond obtaining informed consent and awarding REP credit. Survey and questionnaire 
responses will collect no identifiable or personal information, rendering all responses completely 
anonymous. The research team, authorized CUNY staff, and government agencies that oversee 
this type of research may have access to research data and records in order to monitor the 
research. Research records provided to authorized, non-CUNY individuals will not contain 
identifiable information about you. Publications and/or presentations that result from this study 
will not identify you by name. Participants’ personal information will not be linked to their 
responses at any time.  
 
Contact Questions/Persons: If you have any questions about the research now or in the future, 
you should contact the Principal Investigator, Esther Kim at esther.kim@jjay.cuny.edu, or the 
co-investigators, Cordelia Chou at cordelia.chou@jjay.cuny.edu and Nascha Streng at 
nascha.streng@jjay.cuny.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a research 
participant or if you would like to talk to someone other than the researchers, you can contact 
CUNY Research Compliance Administrator at 646-664-8918. If you experience any changes in 
mood after participation in this study, please contact the John Jay Counseling Center at 212-237-
8111. 
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Appendix C 
Debriefing Form 
 
Childhood Experiences and Personality 
Primary Researcher: Esther Kim, B.A./B.S. 
 
Thank you for your participation in this study. The purpose of this study was to explore the effect 
of early environmental factors, such as substance abuse, interpersonal behaviors, and family 
influences on adults.  
 
Previous literature has indicated that early environmental factors during childhood and early 
adolescence can play a role in future outcomes in an individual’s life. Research on factors such 
as early academic performance, peer relationships, family relationships, and environmental 
factors has indicated the existence of varying trajectories regarding later academic, social, and 
occupational success in an individual’s life. Previous literature has also indicated that early 
environmental factors play a role in the development of certain personality characteristics in 
individuals that may contribute to prosocial attributes. There is less research, however, exploring 
the relationships between the development of personality and individual outcomes.  
 
We are interested in observing how these early environmental factors play a role in developing 
particular personality characteristics, and if so, how they may contribute to success in adulthood. 
Success, in this study, is operationalized as academic and occupational achievement and social 
aptitude. We are exploring the interaction between environmental factors, personality 
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characteristics, and success and investigating etiological factors contributing to various 
trajectories.   
 
Questions and assessments within this study were aimed to avoid any distress. However, if you 
experienced any psychological or physical discomfort from the questions asked or from the length 
of the study, we encourage you to call your primary care physician or contact the John Jay 
Counseling Department at (212) 237-8111. In the case that you are requiring immediate 
psychological attention or have thoughts of harming yourself, please call the Crisis Call Center at 
(800) 273-8355 or text “GO” to 741741 to contact the text line.   
 
Confidentiality: Collected data will be accessible to the primary researcher, Esther Kim, the 
faculty advisor, Dr. Diana Falkenbach, and the Institutional Review Board members. No 
identifiable or personal information was collected beyond the purposes of obtaining informed 
consent and awarding REP credits; all survey and questionnaire responses are anonymous and 
have no identifiable information linking the participant to the responses.  
 
If you have questions or concerns regarding your participation, please contact the primary 
researcher at esther.kim@jjay.cuny.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a research 
participant or if you would like to talk to someone other than the researchers, you can contact 
CUNY Research Compliance Administrator at 646-664-8918. 
 
Thank you for your participation. 
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Appendix D 
 
Network of Relationships: Behavioral Systems Version 
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Your Close Relationships 
  
These questions ask you to describe relationships with your mother figure, your father figure, 
and your friends when you were between the ages of 5-15. 
  
1. Your mother figure is: ___________________________ 
  
2. Your father figure is:  ___________________________ 
  
.For this questionnaire we are interested in how you remember TYPICALLY feeling and acting 
in your relationships with your friends and parents/caregivers during early childhood and 
adolescence (ages 5-15). Some of these questions may not apply to all of your relationships, but 
consider how they TYPICALLY applied. Please use the following scale for your responses. 
  
  
*************************************** 
1. How much did this person show support for your activities? 
 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
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2. How much did you and this person get upset with or mad at each other 
 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
3. How much did you seek out this person when you were upset? 
 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
 
 
 
4. How much did you and this person get on each other’s nerves? 
 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
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Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
5. How much did you encourage this person to try new things that s/he would like to do but is 
nervous about? 
 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
6. How often did you and this person point out each other’s faults or put each other down? 
 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
7. How much did this person turn to you for comfort and support when s/he was troubled about 
something? 
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  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
8. How much did you and this person spend free time together? 
 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
9. How much did this person encourage you to try new things that you wanted to do but were 
nervous about?  
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
10. How much did you and this person disagree and quarrel? 
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  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
11. How much did you turn to this person for comfort and support when you were troubled about 
something? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
12. How much did you and this person get annoyed with each other’s behavior? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
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13. How much did you show support for this person’s activities? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
14. How much did you and this person criticize each other? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
15. How much did this person seek you out when s/he was upset? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
16. How much did you and this person play around and have fun? 
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  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
17. How much did this person encourage you to pursue your goals and future plans? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
18. How much did you and this person argue with each other? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
19. How much did you turn to this person when you’re worried about something? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
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Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
20. How much did you and this person hassle or nag one another? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
21. How much did you encourage this person to pursue his/her goals and future plans? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
22. How much did you and this person say mean or harsh things to each other? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
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23. How much did this person turn to you when s/he was worried about something? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
 
24. How often did you and this person go places and do enjoyable things together? 
  Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
Little 
or 
None 
Some
- 
what 
Very 
Much 
Extre
- 
mely 
Much 
The 
Most 
  
Mother 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 Friend(s
) 
Father 1 2 3 4 5   
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In this questionnaire we asked you to talk about your past relationships with different friends. 
Different people may have been thinking about friend(s). How did you complete this 
questionnaire?  
 
1. I was mostly thinking about: 
A. Friend(s) of the same sex 
B. Friend(s) of the opposite sex 
C. Both same and opposite sex friends 
2. I was mostly thinking about:  
A. One best friend 
B. 2 or 3 close friends 
C. A group of friends 
Different people may have been thinking about different parental figures. You may have thought 
mostly of one figure or several figures. 
I was mostly thinking about: (check all that apply): 
 
_____ A natural/adopted mother 
_____ A step-mother  
_____ Other 
_____ A natural/adopted father  
_____ A step-father  
_____ Other 
 
